REMARKS 



Claims 1-44 are currently pending in the present application. Claims 1-44 were 
rejected. Independent claims 1, 8, 10, 17, 19, 26, 32, 34, 36, and 37 have been amended 
by the present response. 

In light of the Applicants' response to the previous Office Action, the Examiner 
has withdrawn his prior rejections. In the pending Office Action, the Examiner rejects 
each of the independent claims, except claim 36, under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Wils et al. (US 6,397,260), hereinafter Wils. The Examiner rejects 
independent claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wils. 

Applicants believe the claims are patentable as presently stated. Nonetheless, in 
order to facilitate prosecution, independent claims 1 8, 10, 17, 19, 26, 32, 34, 36 and 37 
have been amended to further define the invention. For example, claim 1 has been 
amended to recite " the gateway device selecting one of the plurality of gateway devices 
to act as the addressee gateway device for the hos t, when the gateway device is acting as 
a master gateway device for the plurality of gateway devices " and the " the gateway 
device replying to the ARP message with a reply message identifying the selected 
addressee gateway device , when the gateway device is acting as a master gateway device 
for the plurality of gateway devices ". Claim 1 also specifies " wherein, when the gateway 
device is acting as a master gateway device for the plurality of gateway devices, the 
gateway device replies to every ARP message sent to the address shared by the plurality 
of gateway devices, and selects a gateway device in response to each of such ARP 
messages ". 

The other independent claims have been amended to add similar claim features. 

These amendments are supported by the specification, for example, at pages 13- 
14 and 18-19. The amendments are made for purposes of expediting prosecution, and are 
made without prejudice to the Applicants' right to assert the claims in this or related 
applications in the future. 

The positions set forth in the Office Action have been carefully considered. The 
rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Section 102 Rejections 

Claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-24, 26-35, and 37-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Wils et al. (US Pat. No. 6,397,260), hereinafter referred to as 
Wils. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 
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Wils is a reference that the Examiner cited in section 102 rejections in an Office 
Action mailed June 10, 2009. In the present Office Action, the Examiner revisits Wils, 
focusing on different sections of that reference. 

Various embodiments of the present application, as reflected in independent 
claims 1, 8, 10, 17, 19, 26, 32, 34, and 37, are directed to providing load balancing across 
a redundancy group comprised of a plurality of gateway devices. In some embodiments, 
a master gateway device elected from among the plurality of gateway devices, receives 
an ARP messages, and assigns one of the gateway devices as the addressee gateway 
device for the host that sent the ARP messages. Independent claim 1 recites "receiving 
at Tal gateway device an address resolution protocol (ARP) message from a host 
addressed to an address shared by a plurality of gateway devices available for serving the 
hosts on the network segment", "in response to the received ARP message, and based at 
least in part on load balancing considerations, the gateway device selecting one of the 
plurality of gateway devices to act as the addressee gateway device for the host, when the 
gateway device is acting as a master gateway device for the plurality of gateway devices" 
and "the gateway device replying to the ARP message with a reply message identifying 
the selected addressee gateway device, when the gateway device is acting as a master 
gateway device for the plurality of gateway devices." Claim 1 has also been amended to 
recite "wherein, when the gateway device is acting as a master gateway device for the 
plurality of gateway devices, the gateway device replies to every ARP message sent to 
the address shared by the plurality of gateway devices, and selects a gateway device in 
response to each of such ARP messages". Independent claims 8, 10, 17, 19, 26, 32, 34, 
and 37 recite similar claim features. 

Wils does not teach a single device that is responsible for "selecting one of the 
plurality of gateway devices to act as the addressee gateway device for the host". 

Wils describes a system in which each of the routers that are members of a Load 
Sharing set determine whether they should respond to an ARP message. At a time that an 
ARP request is received by the Load Sharing Set, each member router checks to see 
whether the ARP request was sent by a host in its assigned subspace of a source address 
space from which source addresses of source nodes on the network are drawn. Wils 
states: "A network is operated such that message forwarding traffic is shared among 
routers in a load-sharing set. The routers are respectively associated with different non- 
overlapping subspaces of a source address space from which source addresses of source 
nodes on the network are drawn, and each router has an identifier uniquely identifying 
the router in the load-sharing set. Address request messages identifying a predetermined 
forwarding route are broadcast on the network by source nodes, each request message 
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containing a source address of the broadcasting node. In response to each address request 
message, each router determines whether the source address is within the address 
subspace associated with the router, and if so returns the router's identifier to the source 
node" (Wils, Abstract (emphasis added).) 

Based on the above description from Wils, in response to an ARP message, each 
router of a Load Sharing Set determines whether the source address for the host sending 
the ARP message is within the address subspace associated with the router, and if so 
returns the router's identifier to the source node. That is, the task of returning an 
identifier for the gateway device assigned to the host is not allocated to one particular 
router, but is performed by all of the routers in tandem. Each router checks to see 
"whether the source address is within the address subspace associated with the router, 
and if so returns the router's identifier to the source node". 

By contrast, in various embodiments of the present application the "selecting one 
of the plurality of gateway devices to act as the addressee gateway device for the host" is 
performed by a particular gateway device: the device elected as the master gateway 
device for the redundancy group. Further the master gateway device is the only one that 
"repl[ies] to the ARP message with a reply message identifying the selected addressee 
gateway device". Independent claim 1 recites "wherein, when the gateway device is 
acting as a master gateway device for the plurality of gateway devices, the gateway 
device replies to every ARP message sent to the address shared by the plurality of 
gateway devices, and selects a gateway device in response to each of such ARP 
messages". The other independent claims recite similar claim features. 

As an illustration of the operation of this feature in the context of the invention, in 
various embodiments: "[A] master is elected from within [a Routing Group (RG), the 
Routing Group comprising a plurality of gateway devices]. The elected master is the 
only member of the RG which responds to host ARP requests for a gateway address, in 
this case, the shared gateway VIP address." "Upon receiving an ARP request 701 for the 
VIP address 516 [that is, the virtual IP address of the Routing Group] from a host 520b, 
the master RG member 510a responds 702 with one of several VMAC addresses [the 
VMAC addresses corresponding to the different members of the RG] based on its 
knowledge of other members 5 lOb-d of RG 508. Responding with one of the VMAC 
addresses binds the requesting host 520b to one of the RG members for default gateway 
services." "Host 520b then populates its gateway ARP cache 703 with the VMAC 
address 5 1 8b sent by the master. As long as the host's gateway ARP cache holds this 
VMAC address, the host 520b will send its outgoing traffic 704 to the assigned gateway." 
"Depending on the system and the needs of the hosts, various load-sharing algorithms can 
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be implemented to divide the hosts 520 on the LAN or subnet 530 among the 
participating RG members 510 for default gateway services." (Specif, page 18). 

The distinction between Wils' system for assigning gateway devices to hosts and 
the one recited in various embodiments of the invention is not trivial. Among other 
things, Wils system involves a more extensive expenditure of processing and memory 
resources in making the assignment of a gateway device to a host because every router in 
the Load Sharing Set is required to evaluate each incoming ARP message. Further, in 
Wils' system, the consideration of load balancing considerations can only be performed 
before any ARP messages are received by the Load Balancing Set. So, for example, 
Wils' does not allow for dynamic considerations of conditions relevant to load balancing. 

Based on at least the above, the Applicants respectfully submit that the 
Examiner's rejections of independent claims 1, 8, 10, 17, 19, 26, 32, 34, and 37, are 
improper. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections against these 
independent claims, and the claims that depend from them, be withdrawn. 

Section 103 Rejections 

Independent claim 36 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wils. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Independent claim 36 has been amended to 
recite "wherein no device other than the device elected to be the master device assigns a 
device in the device group as the addressee device for packets from a host". For at least the 
same reasons discussed above, Applicants respectfully submit that the section 103 rejection of 
claim 36 based on Wils should be withdrawn. 

Claims 7, 16, 25, and 43-44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable 
over Wils in view of Gold et al. (US 2005/0193080). These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. Gold is not cited as teaching any of the above recited elements of the independent 
claims. Nor does Gold in fact teach or suggest any of the above described claim elements. 
Gold has nothing to do with load balancing, much less with assigning one of a plurality of 
gateway devices to act as the addressee gateway device for a host. Rather, Gold concerns 
aggregation of multiple headless computer entities into a single computer entity group. Gold's 
Abstract states: 

A group of headless computer entities is formed via a local area network 
connection by means of an aggregation service application, operated on a headless 
computer entity selected as a master entity, which propagates configuration 
settings for time zone, application settings, security settings and the like across 
individual slave computer entities within the group. A human operator can change 
configuration settings globally at group level via a user interface display on a 
conventional computer having a user console, which interacts with the master 
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headless computer entity via a web administration interface. Addition and 
subtraction of computer entities from a group are handled by an aggregation 
service application, and interlocks and error checking is applied throughout the 
group to ensure that no changes to a slave computer entity are made, unless those 
changes conform to global configuration settings enforced by the master headless 
computer entity. 

Based on at least the above, the Applicants respectfully submit that the rejections 
against claims 7, 16, 25, 43-44 should be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

The Applicants believe that all pending claims are allowable. Should the 
Examiner believe that a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the Applicants' representative at the 
telephone number set forth below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Weaver Austin Villeneuve & Sampson LLP 

/Jeffrey K. Weaver/ 
Jeffrey K. Weaver 
Reg. No. 31,314 

/Susan C. Moon/ 
Susan C. Moon 
Reg. No. 66,933 

P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
510-663-1100 
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